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IN116-1 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of benefit-cost analysis.

IN116-2 Due to the sovereignty of the Colorado Ute Tribes, all potential water uses are
non-binding.  However, municipal uses by other local entities such as the
Animas La Plata Water Conservancy District and the San Juan Water
Commission are binding.  Please refer to General Comment No. 6 for a
discussion of water uses.
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IN117-1 Comments noted.
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1 IN118-1 Comment noted.
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IN119-1 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project costs.

IN119-2 Comment noted.
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1 IN120-1 Comments noted.
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IN121-1 Refer to General Comment No. 2 for a discussion of project cost.

IN121-2 The potential impacts of lower water levels on fish habitat and the potential
impacts of heavy metals on eagles are addressed in Chapter 3, and mitigation
commitments are included in Chapter 5. Also, Reclamation has committed to a
monitoring program on the Animas River to assess the potential impacts to aquatic
resources. If the impacts to these resources exceed what is predicted, Reclamation
would attempt to either modify project operations to reduce the downstream
impact or apply additional off-site mitigation to benefit similar aquatic resources
in other nearby river ecosystems.  These are described and committed to in
Chapter 5.

IN121-3 Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of potential impacts to elk
and deer at Ridges Basin.  
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IN121-4 Refer to General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of potential impacts on
recreation on the Animas River.

IN121-5 Water projects are planned for the long-term future.  Therefore, the full
utilization of the water developed by the ALP Project will take place over a
lengthy period of time. In order to address environmental impacts, it was
necessary to develop potential uses of the water such as power plants and golf
courses. These uses are considered to be non-binding on the two Colorado Ute
Tribes. This FSEIS recognizes the sovereignty of the two tribes and their lawful
right to self-direct the use of tribal waters at a future date. See also General
Comment No. 6 for a discussion of potential future water uses.
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IN122-1 Comments noted.
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(con’t)
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IN123-1 Alternative 6, a non-structural approach to the ALP Project, has been

evaluated and discussed in detail in Chapters 2, 3, and 5 of the FSEIS. 
Alternative 6 was modified to reduce environmental impacts and allow it to
better meet the project purpose and need.  This Refined Alternative 6 is also
evaluated in the FSEIS.  It was determined that both the original Alternative
6 and Refined Alternative 6 presented significant risks on the ability of the
project to provide an assured water supply commensurate with the water
rights established in the Settlement Agreement.  Alternative 6 would
seriously impact Indian trust water rights by using the remaining capacity of
the Navajo Reservoir, thus creating a likey conflict with the Navajo Nation
and Jicarilla Apache Tribe.  Both Alternative 6 and Refined Alternative 6
would also cause more impacts to the environment than Refined Alternative
4 in terms of wetland impacts.
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IN124-1 Several non-structural alternatives were evaluated in detail in Sections 2.4.1
and 3.1.2.  Reclamation considered the practicability, potential environmental
impacts, feasibility and risk of each alternative, as well as the ability to meet
the project purpose and need.  Reclamation’s findings for each of these
alternatives are described in the FSEIS. Reclamation found, for example, that
a firm water yield could not be made available to meet the water needs of the
Colorado Ute Tribes through implementation of some of the alternatives.  
The varying ability of each to supply the necessary water with adequate
reliability, as well as minimizing the potential environmental impacts, were
key determining factors in making recommendations.  Results from
improvements in irrigation system efficiency shows that this is not a viable
solution.  Refer to Section 2.4.1 of the FSEIS for a discussion of irrigation
systems improvements.  The coordinated operation of existing reservoirs and
land-water right purchases have been incorporated into Refined Alternative 6,
a non-structural alternative, with a description of the results provided in
Section 2.5.2 of the FSEIS.

IN124-2 Refer to General Comments No. 5 for a discussion of bioaccumulation, and
No. 11 for a discussion of elk migration issues and mitigation.

IN124-3 Refer to General Comment No. 7 for a discussion of potential impacts to
recreation on the Animas River, and mitigation thereof.  

IN124-4 Refer to General Comment No. 12 for a discussion of growth in the project
region and projected future water needs and uses. 
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IN124-5 As suggested, an alternative (Alternative 8) was developed and evaluated.
This evaluation is discussed in Section 2.3.2 of the FSEIS.  While the primary
purpose of the ALP Project is to satisfy the water right claims of the two
Colorado Ute Tribes, it has as a purpose the development of M&I water for
local communities. Water allocations for the Navajo Nation, ALPWCD, and
SJWC have been a part of the ALP Project since its inception.

Similar letters were received by the following people and are included as part of Form Letter B:

Pattie Adler, Durango, CO
Nancy Alpert, Phoenix, AZ
Scott P. Anderson, Boise, ID
Julie Arfsten, Petaluma, CA
Suzanne Artemieff, Harvard, MA
Joseph Bail, Clearwater, FL
Steve Baranick, Tuscon, AZ
Ethan Beasley, Charlotte, MI
Teresa Behm, Flagstaff, AZ
Edward Bennett, Green Valley, AZ
Don & Linda Bentley, Phoenix, AZ
Christie Berven, Durango, CO
Jessie  Bhangoo, Tuscon, AZ
Mark Boyce, Massillon, OH
Bob Brister, Oakhurst, CA
Mark Brown, Tucson, AZ
Betty H. Buckley, Wheat Ridge, CO
Nicole Chaika, Lancaster, NY
Colin Chellman, New York, NY
Donna Chesner, Bisbee, AZ
Joseph Ciaramitaro, Tuscon, AZ
David  Coblentz, El Paso, TX
Shan Collins, La Crescenta, CA
Sue Conklin, Socorro, NM
Kevin Cook, Farmington, NM
Linda Corbin, Blue Diamond, NV
Davy  Davidson, San Francisco, CA
Robert Dean, Tuscon, AZ
Marilyn Dinger, Kaysville, UT
Ed Eaton, Carbondale, CO
Constantina  Economou, Berkeley, CA
Bill Ellett, Tuscon, AZ
Ann Marie Falknor, El Paso, TX

Holly  Finstrom, Tuscon, AZ
Jessica Flagg, New York, NY
John Furrow, Tempe, AZ
Gauri Gadgil, Tempe, AZ
Racheli Gai, Tuscon, AZ
Mark Garland, Santa Fe, NM
Ted Gartner, Chandler, AZ
Jean Goetinck, Tuscon, AZ
Candace Gossen, Portland, OR
Julie Greenberg, Chevy Chase, MD
Alan & Monica Gregory, Conyngham, PA
Doug Harvey, Del Mar, CA
Ann Henry, Albuquerque, NM
Catherine Hinman, , Other
Karen Hirsch, Sacramento, CA
Jeff Hoffman, San Francisco, CA
Larry  Hughes, Las Cruces, NM
Lorenz Hughes, Las Cruces, NM
Rachel  Kondor, Tuscon, AZ
Tamara Kramer, Syracuse, NY
Jason Laird, Scottsdale, AZ
Linda Leblang, Scottsdale, AZ
Michael Lucid, Sanda Clara, NM
Robert Lyday, Oakhurst, CA
Ashli Magill, Littleton, CO
Robert Magill, Littleton, CO
John Paul Marchand, Tuscon, AZ
Carl Marcus, Telluride, CO
Peter Mattisson, Westminster, CO
Michael Mayer, Washington, DC
Thomas Metcalf, Albuquerque, NM
Eric Meyer, Paradise Valley, AZ
L. Vista Michael, Sonita, AZ

Peter Miller, Tuscon, AZ
Angela Mo , Alhambra, CA
Brad Monsma, Sunland, CA
Brenda Monsma, Sunland, CA
Rick Moody, Fishers Island, NY
Gian Andrea Moresi, Fairfield, CT
Connie Morse, Durango, CO
Cyndi Nelson, Longmont, CO
Lori Nitzel, Albuquerque, NM
Mark Noethan, Tuscon, AZ
Liudyte Novickis, Tuscon, AZ
Robert Ohmart, Chandler, AZ
Andrew Orahoske, Evergreen, CO
Madonna & Pablo Ortega, Kings Beach, CA
Jean C. Ossorio, Las Cruces, NM
Jim Otterstrom, Big Bear City, CA
Peggy Otterstrom, Big Bear City, CA
Donna Palladino, Phoenix, AZ
Kevin Parkey, Mesa, AZ
Nick Patel, Dover, NH
J.J. Petruska, Tuscon, AZ
K.M. Pierce, Albuquerque, NM
Richard & Gail Potts, Overgaard, AZ
Lisa Pritchard, Shenandoah, TX
Virginia  Ravndal, Sanda Fe, NM
Diana Rempe-Cetas, Tuscon, AZ
Tom Ribe, Santa Fe, NM
Thomas Riesing, Hesperus, CO
Melissa Roberts, Seattle, WA
Roger  Robison, Prescott, AZ
Ed Scates, Phoenix, AZ
Vince Scheidt, San Diego, CA
Kris Schmidt, Granada Hills, CA

Andrew Schneller, Tuscon, AZ
John   Schroeder, Burbank, CA
John E. Schweitzer, Lakewood, CO
Sharon Sessions, Eugene, OR
Greg  Shuett, Julian, CA
Dan Silver, MD, Los Angeles, CA
Dave Sime, Durango, CO
Kathryn Sky, Durango, CO
Irene Slater, Cave Creek, AZ
Gregory Smith, Grand Junction, CO
Jill J. Smith, Corrales, NM
Erykaa Snyder, Weston, MA
Georgia Stablein, , Other
Amy  Stevenson, Logan, UT
Larry  Stewart, Albuquerque, NM
J.G. Sugg, Par Valley, AZ
Brian Sybert, Austin, TX
Matteo Taffa, Albuquerque, NM
Peter Tallman, Edgewood, NM
Jerry Sue Thompson, Albuquerque, NM
Scott Triplett, Thoreau, NM
Oiivia Tsosie, Santa Fe, NM
Don Valdez, Tuscon, AZ
Hannes Vogel, Bellaire, TX
Barbara Warner, Lebanon, KY
Amanda Webb, Durango, CO
Eric Whiteman, Tempe, AZ
Carol A. Wiley, Victorville, CA
Paul Williams, Atlantic City, NJ
Don Wilson, Tuscon, AZ
Bill & Diane Yanneck, Tuscon, AZ
Peter Zadis, Jamaica, NY
Cory Zimbelman, Tuscon, AZ
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IN125-1 Comments noted.  An extensive study of alternative reservoir sites was
conducted, including reservoirs in New Mexico at Aztec and Cedar Hill. 
The Aztec Reservoir was included in further evaluation as part of Alternative
8.  These are discussed in Section 2.3.2. The apportionment of water to
Indian and non- Indian entities is addressed in the Settlement Act, and
current federal legislation would address amendments to the Settlement Act.
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IN126-1 Approximately 75% of the water is allocated to the Colorado Ute Tribes  and

25% to the Navajo Nation, ALPWCD, and the SJWC, all for meeting M&I
needs in the area.  This is a significant departure from the original project.
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IN127-1 Comments noted.
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IN128-1 Alternatives were considered, and Reclamation considers the Preferred

Alternative to be the overall least environmentally impactive.
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IN129-1 Comments received by the public and other interested parties on the DSEIS
were made available for public viewing after the close of the public comment
period. In addition, copies of all comment letters and Reclamation's responses
to those letters are included in Volume 3 of the FSEIS.

IN129-2 The origins of wetlands within Ridges Basin, and for example, the Pine River
Basin, are both natural and man-induced.  These include: (1) natural wetlands
associated with water channels and topographic depressions on naturally
occurring sediments or within the hydrologic influence of water channels,
streams, and creeks; and (2) those created by and maintained by agricultural
return flows or the leaking of man-made ditches or canals.  They include a
range of vegetation cover types from wet meadows consisting of grasses,
sedges, and rushes, to emergent cattails, and willow/cottonwood riparian
habitats.  For example, the wetlands in the Pine River Basin include wet
meadows, emergent cattails, and willow/cottonwood riparian cover occurring
naturally or through the actions of man (i.e., irrigation canals and ditches,
irrigation practices, water spreading, etc.).  Regardless of origin, these wetlands
have functional, ecosystem values as wildlife habitat, nutrient cycling, and other
biological, chemical, and physical values.
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IN129-3 Studies referenced in the DSEIS and included in the FSEIS do show a
demand for the non-Indian water.  The non-Indian water would be used to
meet present and projected needs.  In order for municipalities to conduct
meaningful planning, a dependable water supply is necessary.  Fifty to 100
years in the future is not an unreasonable water supply time frame to
consider.  The analysis of impacts in this FSEIS is considered sufficient to
cover the impacts of this reallocation of water. 

IN129-4 The 6,010 afy of water is a component of pending legislation, that if enacted,
would reduce the amount of water allocated to the two Colorado Ute Tribes
by a similar amount.
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IN129-5 Copies of all comments received on the DSEIS and Reclamation's responses
to those comments are included in Volume 3 of the FSEIS.

5

6

7

8

9

IN129-6 Comment noted.

IN129-7 The SEIS was prepared to evaluate a revised version of an authorized project.
The magnitude of changes from the originally evaluated project necessitated
a Supplemental EIS.

IN129-8 See response to Comment IN129-7.

IN129-9 Comment noted.
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IN129-10 Reclamation is the lead federal agency in preparing the Supplement EIS.  The
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, exercising a provision of the 1988 Colorado Ute
Indian Water Rights Settlement Act, contracted to Reclamation to provide
assistance in many facets of the development and preparation of the SEIS. 
Further, as noted in the response to comment IN129-1, Reclamation has not
censored the oral public comments nor any other comments submitted on the
Draft SEIS.
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IN130-1 Refer to General Comment No. 3 for a discussion of the rationale for
pumping.

IN130-2 A number of alternatives, including structural and non-structural
components, were evaluated in Chapters 2, 3 and 5.  Water conservation, use
of groundwater, and other water management opportunities were also
evaluated in developing the alternatives.  A recreational component was
added to Ridges Basin Reservoir in response to public requests, as well as to
provide for additional water quality enhancement. The purpose and need of
the ALP Project is not only to satisfy the water rights claims of the Colorado
Ute Tribes but also to supply water to provide M&I water in the project area
(see Chapter 1). 

IN130-3 Comment noted.
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IN131-1 The potential future water uses for the ALP Project water are included in the
FSEIS as required under NEPA in an effort to provide information, to the
extent possible, of future activities related to the federal action.  If and when
any of the future water uses are implemented, they would be the subject to their
own NEPA compliance review, and would tier off the ALP FSEIS.  Refer to
General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses.

IN131-2 It is beyond the scope of this EIS to assess the potential impacts of regulated
pollutants from generation facilities, as it is not feasible to determine the
particular generating facilities involved.  With respect to greenhouse gas
emissions, which are not regulated pollutants, assessment of impacts is also
beyond the scope of this document.

IN131-3 Comment noted.  Cost sharing with participants of the project is discussed in
Attachment E of the FSEIS.

IN131-4 Reclamation considered water conservation as a means of providing water
from some of the unlined canals by lining canals to prevent seepage losses, or
converting to pressure pipeline delivery systems.  Although water would
indeed be made available, the loss of irrigation-maintained wetland was a
significant environmental impact, especially in the Pine River basin.  This is
discussed in detail in Chapters 2 and 3.

IN131-5 The origins of wetlands within Ridges Basin, and for example, the Pine River
basin, are both natural and man-induced.  These include: (1) natural wetlands
associated with water channels and topographic depressions on naturally
occurring sediments or within the hydrologic influence of water channels,
streams, and creeks; and (2) those created by, and maintained by, agricultural
return flows or the leaking of man-made ditches or canals.  The wetlands of
Ridges Basin include eroded drainage channels, formerly irrigated wet
meadows, and small pockets of emergent vegetation.  Those of the Pine River
Basin include wet meadows, emergent cattails, and willow/cottonwood riparian
cover occurring naturally or through the actions of man (i.e., irrigation canals
and ditches, irrigation practices, water spreading, etc.).

IN131-6 The FSEIS addresses the socioeconomic impacts of the ALP Project on
southwestern Colorado, with the determination these impacts were positive. 
Refer to Section 3.12 of the FSEIS. 
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IN132-1 Nearly 75% of the water provided by the Preferred Alternative is allocated to
the Colorado Ute Tribes.  Several potential uses of this water have been
identified, however, the Tribes will make the final determination as to the use
of their water.

IN132-2 Refer to General Comment No. 3 for a discussion concerning pumping water
from the Animas River.

IN132-3 The City of Durango, as a subcontractor to the ALPWCD, is to receive 2,500
af of water under the Preferred Alternative. 

IN132-4 Attachment E of the FSEIS contains details on the cost sharing expectations
for the project. 

IN132-5 Refer to General Comment No. 6.
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IN132-6 Refer to General Comment No. 7.6
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IN133-1 Refer to General comment No. 2 for a discussion of costs to taxpayers.  
General Comment No. 6 provides additional discussion of the future water
uses that could occur as the Colorado Ute Tribes develop their water.  A
reconnaissance level analysis of these water uses is provided in Chapter 2 of
the FSEIS.  The Colorado Ute Tribes have gone on record as having a strong
preference for an assured water supply in a storage reservoir. Reclamation's
evaluation concludes that the best overall location of such a storage reservoir
is at Ridges Basin.  

IN133-2 Our evaluation of potential water quality impacts does not identify any
significant increased salinity in the Colorado River as a result of the ALP
Project.

IN133-3 See General Comment No. 3.

IN133-4 See responses to answer under comment IN30-1 .

IN133-6 The five reservoirs within a 50-mile radius of the proposed Ridges Basin
Reservoir (McPhee, Jackson Gulch, Navajo, Lemon, and Vallecito
reservoirs) experience relatively high levels of visitation, especially in the
summer months. Combined, these reservoirs experienced 1,378,286 user
days in 1995. According to a Nation-wide study, the demand for reservoir-
related recreational opportunities continues to grow.  According to studies in
Colorado, there is a need for additional opportunities for more reservoirs for
water sports and other recreational activities. 

IN133-7 See General Comment No. 8 for a discussion of recreational use and impacts.

IN133-8 Comment noted.

7

IN133-5 Evavaporation losses from Ridges Basin would be comparable to other
reservoirs in the region.  The advantages of being able to store seasonal high
water flows for future water uses, versus no storage, outweighs minor
operational evaporation losses.
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IN134-1 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses.  Also
Chapters 3 and 5 discuss project impacts, mitigation and Reclamation
commitments.

IN134-2 Refer to General Comment Nos. 5, 9, and 11 for responses to the concerns
raised.
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IN134-3 The Settlement Act was intended to resolve outstanding water rights claims
and provide “wet water” to the signatories.  Nearly 75% of the water supply
under the Preferred Alternative is allocated to the Colorado Ute Tribes.

IN134-4 Comments noted.
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IN135-1 Chapter 2 of the FSEIS provides a description of alternatives considered,

including Alternative 6.
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IN136-1 Thank you for your comments. We evaluated Refined Alternative 6 as a
primarily non-structural alternative, but concluded that it would be more
environmentally impactive and would provide less assurances of obtaining
necessary water supplies than Refined Alternative 4, the Preferred
Alternative. The structural component of the Preferred Alternative, which
includes an offstream dam and reservoir at Ridges Basin, would provide the
needed storage of water for the Colorado Ute Tribes, while also providing
flexiblity in regional water supplies, and for other Native Americans and
endangered fisheries. There are no known populations of federally protected
endangered fish in the Animas River nor is there any identified "critical
habitat" as defined under the Endangered Species Act. The endangered fish of
concern exist in portions of the San Juan River.  These are described in detail
in Sections 3.6.3, 3.6.4 and 3.7.4.
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IN137-1 The Secretary of Interior office will make the decision concerning the
implementation of the Preferred Alternative for the ALP Project. This would
require making a decision that could involve the construction of an off-stream
dam that would require pumping of water from the Animas River. The impacts to
the Animas River are minor and these impacts are described in Chapters 2, 3, 4
and 5 of this FSEIS. The effects on rafting days is that the average number of days
would be reduced by 6% over the long term.

IN137-2 The ALP Project has openly sought public input in the investigation of both
structural and non-structural solutions to resolve the water right claims of the 
Colorado Ute Tribes.  A discussion of non-structural solutions  for Alternative 6
and Alternative 9 are discussed in Chapter 2. Based on the analysis of both
structural and non-structural solutions Refined Alternative 4 was determined to
provide the best solutions, for resolving the water right claims of the Colorado Ute
Tribes. In addition, it has less environmental impacts than the non-structural
solution of Refined Alternative 6. Chapter 5 summarizes the advantages of the
structural solution over the non-structural solution.

IN137-3 Comment noted.
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